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Abstracts

A Conjoint Analysis to the Economic Benefits

of Improved Water Quality of Han River

Seung-Kuk Cho - Chul-Oh Shin

In recent years, the state of the water quality of Han river has been
among the top public concerns. This paper measures economic value of
multiple environmental impacts of improved water quality of Han river
using a choice experiments approach. The choice works that take into
account trade-offs between price and environmental attributes for a
preferred option turned out to be within respondent’ ability to reveal their
preferences, and the willingness to pay estimates were statistically
significant. This study allows policy-makers to provide useful quantitative
information that can be referred to as a benchmark for upcoming water

projects.

Keywords : Conjoint analysis, Water quality of Han river, WTP
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